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1 . Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Re claim 23, line 2, the phrase "the waste line" is without proper antecedent basis. 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated 
by Rhodes (U. S. Pat. No. 3,026,699). 

Re claims 1 and 14, Rhode disclose the top-loading sink laundry combo comprising the 
common drain (col. 1, line 13), cabinet (3), motor (31), programmer (11), pivoting sink 
(8, via pin 6) and shock absorbing means (51). 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 2, 9, 15 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rhodes in view of either Kim et al. (U. S. pat. No. 5,983,520) or 
Japan'959 (Japan 2003-125959). 

Claim 2 defines over Rhodes only in the recitation of the washer being a washer/dryer 
combo. Japan'959 and Kim each disclose the washer/dryer combo as claimed. It 
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therefore would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
device of washer in Rhodes, to be as taught by either Japan'959 or Kim, for the purpose 
of providing the use of the same space for both washing and drying, as is common in 
the art. Re claims 9 and 22, Kim also discloses the condensation duct. 

6. Claims 3 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rhodes in view of Germany'226 (Germany 39 31 226). 

Claims 3 and 16 define over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the 
machine being removably attached. Germany'226 is cited disclosing this arrangement. 
It therefore would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
device of Rhodes, to have the machine removable as taught by Germany'226, for the 
purpose of allowing for easy maintenance/repair. 

7. Claim 4 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rhodes in view of Fey et al. (U. S. Pat. No. 4,535,610). 

Claims 4 and 17 define over Rhode only in the recitation of the machine being pivoted 
attached. Fey is cited disclosing this arrangement. It therefore would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of Rhodes, to have the 
machine pivoted as taught by fey, for the purpose of allowing for easy 
maintenance/repair and access. 

8. Claims 5 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the applied prior art as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Germany'226. 
Claims 5 and 18 define over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the 
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machine being removably attached. Germany'226 is cited disclosing this arrangement. 
It therefore would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
device of Rhodes, to have the machine removable as taught by Germany'226, for the 
purpose of allowing for easy maintenance/repair. 

9. Claims 6 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the applied prior art as applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of Fey et al. 
Claims 4 and 1 7 define over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the 
machine being pivoted attached. Fey is cited disclosing this arrangement. It therefore 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of 
Rhodes, to have the machine pivoted as taught by Fey, for the purpose of allowing for 
easy maintenance/repair and access. 

10. Claims 1 1 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the applied prior art as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Japan'313 
(Japan-140313). 

Claims 1 1 and 24 define over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the 
sewer check-valve. Japan'313 is cited this arrangement. It therefore would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of Rhodes, to have 
include a sewer check valve as taught by Japan'313, for the purpose of preventing 
sewer odor from entering the laundry. 

11 Claims 12 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the applied prior art as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of 
Babcerowicz et al. (U. S. Pat. No. 4,081,915). 
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Claims 12 and 25 define over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the 
retractable vent hose. Babcerowicz is cited disclosing this arrangement. It therefore 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of 
Rhodes, to have the hose retractable as taught by Babcerowicz, for the purpose of 
providing a more compact arrangement. 

12. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
applied prior art as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Genessi (U. S. Pat. 
No. 4,115,485). 

Claim 13 defines over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the self-cleaning lint 
filter being equipped with the dryer. Genessi is cited disclosing the lint filter as claimed. 
It therefore would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
arrangement of Rhodes, as proposedly modified, to include a lint filter as taught by 
Genessi, for the purpose of removing the lint from the discharged air. 

13. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
applied prior art as applied to claim 15 above, and further in view of Stone (U. S. Pat. 
No. 2,959,044). 

Claim 26 defines over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the combo water filled 
lint trap and p-trap. Stone is cited disclosing this arrangement. It therefore would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of Rhodes, to 
have a trap as taught by Stone, for the purpose of allowing for removing the 
accumulated lint. 
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14. Claims 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rhodes in view of either Butter (U. S. Pat. No. 3,071,424) or Wheeler (U. S. Pat. 
No. 2,444,125). 

Claims 27 and 28 define over Rhodes only in the recitation of the two-part sink. Butter 
and Wheeler disclose the cited disclosing the sink as claimed. It therefore would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of Rhodes, to 
have the sink in two parts as taught by either Butter or Wheeler, for the purpose of 
allowing for easy maintenance/repair and access. 

15. Claim 29 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rhodes in 
view de Hedouville (U. S. Pat. No. 3,927,542). 

Re claim 29, Rhode disclose the top-loading sink laundry combo comprising the 
common drain (col. 1 , line 1 3), cabinet (3), motor (31 ), programmer (1 1 ), pivoting sink 
(8, via pin 6) and shock absorbing means (51) that differs from the claim only in the 
recitation of the horizontal drum, de Hedouville is cited disclosing the drum as claimed. 
It therefore would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
drum of Rhodes, to be as taught by de Hedouville, since this is consider to be a mere 
substitution of equivalents.(see MPEP 2144.06 SUBSTITUTING EQUIVALENTS 
KNOWN FOR THE SAME PURPOSE) 

16. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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17. Claims 30 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rhodes in view of either Kim et al. (U. S. pat. No. 5,983,520) or Japan'959 (Japan 
2003-125959). 

Claim 2 defines over Rhodes only in the recitation of the washer being a washer/dryer 
combo. Japan'959 and Kim each disclose the washer/dryer combo as claimed. It 
therefore would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
device of washer in Rhodes to be as taught by either Japan'959 or Kim, for the purpose 
of providing the use of the same space for both washing and drying, as is common in 
the art. Re claim 37, Kim also discloses the condensation duct. 

18. Claims 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rhodes 
in view of Germany^e (Germany 39 31 226). 

Claim 31 defines over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the machine being 
removably attached. Germany is cited disclosing this arrangement. It therefore would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of Rhodes, 
to have the machine removable as taught by Germany'226, for the purpose of allowing 
for easy maintenance/repair. 

19. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rhodes 
in view of Fey et al. 

Claim 32 defines over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the 

machine being pivoted attached. Fey is cited disclosing this arrangement. It therefore 

would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of 
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Rhodes, to have the machine pivoted as taught by fey, for the purpose of allowing for 
easy maintenance/repair and access. 

20. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
applied prior art as applied to claim 30 above, and further in view of Germany'226. 
Claim 33 defines over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the machine being 
removably attached. Germany ,, 226 is cited disclosing this arrangement. It therefore 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of 
Rhodes, to have the machine removable as taught by Germany , 226, for the purpose of 
allowing for easy maintenance/repair. 

21 . Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
applied prior art as applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of Fey et al. 
Claim 34 defines over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the machine being 
pivoted attached. Fey is cited disclosing this arrangement. It therefore would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of Rhodes, to have 
the machine pivoted as taught by fey, for the purpose of allowing for easy 
maintenance/repair and access. 

22. Claim 39 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
applied prior art as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Japan'313 (Japan- 
140313). 

Claim 39 defines over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the sewer check- 
valve. Japan'313 is cited this arrangement. It therefore would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of Rhodes, to have include a sewer 
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check valve as taught by Japan'313, for the purpose of allowing for preventing sewer 
odor from entering the laundry. 

23. Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
applied prior art as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Babcerowicz et al. 
Claim 40 defines define over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the 
retractable vent hose. Babcerowicz is cited disclosing this arrangement. It therefore 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of 
Rhodes, to have the hose retractable as taught by Babcerowicz, for the purpose of 
providing a more compact arrangement. 

24. Claim 41 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
applied prior art as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Genessi 

Claim 13 defines over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the self-cleaning lint 
filter being equipped with the dryer. Genessi is cited disclosing the lint filter as claimed. 
It therefore would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
arrangement of Rhodes as proposedly modified to include a lint filter as taught by 
Genessi, for the purpose of removing the lint from the discharged air. 

25. Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
applied prior art as applied to claim 15 above, and further in view of Stone. 

Claim 42 defines over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the combo water filled 
lint trap and p-trap. Stone is cited disclosing this arrangement. It therefore would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of Rhodes, to 
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have a trap as taught by Stone, for the purpose of allowing for removing the 
accumulated lint. 

26. Claims 43 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rhodes in view of either Butter or Wheeler. 

Claims 43 and 44 define over Rhodes only in the recitation of the two-part sink. Butter 
and Wheeler disclose the sin as claimed. It therefore would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of Rhodes, to have the sink in two 
parts as taught by either Butter or Wheeler, for the purpose of allowing for easy 
maintenance/repair and access. 

27. Claims 7, 8, 10, 19-21, 35, 36 and 45-48 stand objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

28. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. In Russia'Sd, Germany'117, Benkert et al., Sasaki, Japan'235, 
Timmer et al., Japan'089, Germany'410, Shelton et al., Ohashi, Russia'49c, 
Germany'972 and Japan'9876, note hte sink/washer combos. 

29. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to FRANKIE L STINSON whose telephone number is 
(571 ) 272-1308. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 5:30 am to 2:00 
pm and some Saturdays from approximately 5:30 am to 1 1 :30 am. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Barr, can be reached on (571) 272-1700. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-272-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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